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1. This action is responsive to the RCE amendment filed on January 24, 2005. 
Claims 1,13, 25, 37, 49, 59, 69-70, 77-79, and 90 were amended. Claims 71-76 are 
subject to restriction/election and stand as non-elected claims. Claims 1-70, and 77-90 
are pending examination. 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-70, and 77-90 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter, which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application 
was filed, had procession of the claimed invention. The independent claims were 
amended to include the limitation of "in response to detecting, independent of any 
request for the data, that the second more recent version of the data is available, and 
requesting the second more recent version of the data be supplied to the cache". This 
new functionality was not described as so in the specification. Particularly, when reading 
pages 13-14 of the specification, the differencing engine always inquires about newer 
versions based on the cached versions that were previously requested. 

Claims 1-70, and 77-90 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter, which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one 
skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and/or use the invention. The newly added functionality of "in response to detecting, 
independent of any request for the data, that the second more recent version of the data 
is available, and requesting the second more recent version of the data be supplied to 
the cache" was not described in the specification. 
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3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-70, and 77-90 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. It is unclear how the claimed limitation of " in 
response to detecting that the second more recent version of the data is available, and 
requesting the second more recent version of the data be supplied to the cache" is 
performed independent of any request for that data. 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1,4-5, 7-8, 10, 13, 17, 19-20, 22, and 69-70 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Keesey et al. ( U.S. Patent No. 6,622,167. 

Keesey teaches the invention as claimed including a document shadowing 
intranet server for passive and active update of requested versions of documents (see 
abstract). 

As the examiner best understands claim 1 , Keesey teaches a method for 
managing data stored in a cache comprising the computer implemented steps of: 

providing a first version of data in response to receiving a first request for data 
(see figs. 2-4; col. 6, lines 1-45, Keesey discloses that a first version of a document 
requested is served to the client); 

detecting, independent of any request for the data, that a second more recent 
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version of the data is available (see col. 7, lines 25-30, Keesey discloses that a request 
for more recent versions of the document are requested from the origin server, new 
versions could be pushed downstream to any DSS that has previously requested 
the document independently of the user request and inquiry processes discussed 
in figs. 4-6); 

in response to detecting, independent of any request for the data, that the 
second more recent version of the data is available, requesting the second more recent 
versions of the data be supplied to the cache, and storing in the cache the second more 
recent version of the data (see col. 7, lines 1-30, Keesey discloses that a more recent 
version of the documents cached are requested and stored in the cache server, new 
versions could be pushed downstream to any DSS that has previously requested 
the document independently of the user request and inquiry processes discussed 
in figs. 4-6); 

receiving a second request for the data; and in response to receiving the second 
request for the data, retrieving the second more recent version of the data from the 
cache, and providing the second more recent version of the data (see col. 7, Keesey 
discloses that responses for requests for a document include the recent version of the 
document). 

As to claim 4, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1, further 
comprising the step of: 

if the second more recent version of the data cannot be retrieved and stored in 
the cache, then after a specified period of time, attempting to again retrieve and store in 
the cache the second more recent version of the data (see col. 7, Keesey discloses that 
in active mode, the cache server makes attempts periodically to retrieve more recent 
versions of the documents cached). 

As to claim 5, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1, further 
comprising the step of if, after expiration of a specified period of time from a time when 
the second more recent version of the data is stored in the cache, no further requests 
for the second more recent version of the data are received, then deleting the second 
more recent version of the data from the cache (see col. 7, lines 55-65, Keesey 
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discloses that after a certain time when documents are not requested they are removed 
from cache). 

As to claim 7, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1 , further 
comprising providing data that indicates whether the second more recent version of the 
data was successfully retrieved and stored in the cache (see col. 7, lines 30-45). 

As to claim 8, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1, further 
comprising causing a copy of the second more recent version of the data to be stored at 
the second cache (see col. 7, Keesey discloses that the recent version of the document 
is propagated to the lower level cache servers). 

As to claim 10, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1 , further 
comprising generating, based upon a set of logging criteria, log data that indicates one 
or more activities of the cache (see col. 6-7, Keesey discloses that usage counts are 
updated at the cache servers). 

Claims 13, 17, 19-20, 22, and 69-70 do not teach or define any new limitations 
above claims 1, 4-5, 7-8, 10 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

7. Claims 2-3, 6, 9, 11-12, 14-15, 18, 21, 23-69, and 77-90 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Keesey et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,622,167. 

Keesey teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a document 
shadowing intranet server for passive and active update of requested versions of 
documents (see abstract). 

As to claim 2, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1 , further 
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comprising the step of replacing the first version of the data in the cache (see col. 7, 
Keesey discloses that the older version of data is replaced by the newer version of 
data). 

Keesey does not explicitly teach the limitation of deleting the first version of data. 
Keesey does teach that the first version of data is replaced by the second version of 
data (see col. 7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Keesey by specifying the replacement of the first version of data as 
deleting the first version of data since the same functionality of deleting the first version 
of data is achieved. 

As to claim 3, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 2, further 
comprising the steps of storing, in a location other than the first cache, a request to 
requests for newer version of the data from the cache, and if the request for newer 
version of the data from the cache cannot be successfully processed, then after 
expiration of a specified period of time, retrieving from the location other than the first 
cache, the request for newer version of the data from the cache, and processing again 
the request to for newer version of the data from the cache (see col. 6-7, Keesey 
discloses that requests for newer versions of data are propagated upstream to the 
second cache server DSS and upon servicing the requests, the first version of data is 
replaced by the newer version of data)). 

Keesey fails to teach the claimed limitation of a "request to delete the first version 
of data". Keesey does teach that requests for newer versions of data are propagated 
upstream to the second cache server DSS and upon servicing the requests, the first 
version of data is replaced by the newer version of data (see col. 6-7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Keesey by specifying the requests for newer versions of data as the 
requests for deleting the first version of data since the same functionality of deleting the 
first version of data is achieved. 

As to claim 6, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1 , further 
comprising the steps of storing, in a location other than the first cache, a request to 
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retrieve and store in the cache the second more recent version of the data, and 
if the request to retrieve and store in the cache the second more recent version of the 
data cannot be processed successfully, then after queuing the request for a specified 
period of time, retrieving from the location other than the first cache, the request to 
retrieve and store in the cache the second more recent version of the data, and 
processing the request to retrieve and store in the cache the second more recent 
version of the data (see col. 7, lines 30-50, Keesey discloses that requests for recent 
versions of data are propagated upstream and queued for servicing). 

Keesey does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation of an "expiry" of a 
specified time period. Keesey teaches that requests for recent versions of data are 
propagated upstream and queued for servicing. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Keesey by specifying the queuing of requests for newer versions of 
data to the upstream servers and Internet as a specified "expiry period" since the same 
functionality of implementing a wait time is achieved. 

As to claim 9, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1, wherein the step 
retrieving and storing in the cache the second more recent version of the data is 
performed in response to processing one or more requests from an entity. 

Keesey fails to teach the term "authorized entity". 

However, "Official Notice" is taken that the concept and advantages of servicing 
requests from an authorized entity is old and well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Keesey by specifying the clients as an authorized entity so that only 
certain users are served data requests. 

As to claim 1 1 , Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 10, wherein the 
set of logging criteria includes the presence of the first version of data provided (see col. 
7). 

Keesey does not explicitly teach the limitation wherein logging criteria includes 
the "size" of data requested. 

However, "Official Notice" is taken that the concept and advantages of using the 



Application/Control Number: 09/764,493 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2157 

size of the data requested as a logging criteria by the cache servers is old and well 
known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Keesey by specifying the size of the data as the logging criteria. One 
would be motivated to do so to take into consideration network bandwidth when moving 
large data files across the Intranet. 

As to claim 12, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 10, wherein the 
set of logging criteria includes presence of the first version of data. 

Keesey does not explicitly teach the limitation wherein logging criteria includes 
the amount of time required to provide data requested. 

However, "Official Notice" is taken that the concept and advantages of using the 
an amount of time required to provide the data requested as a logging criteria by the 
cache servers is old and well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Keesey by specifying the amount of time required to provide the 
data as the logging criteria. One would be motivated to do so to take into consideration 
network delay when moving large data files across the Intranet. 

Claims 14-15, 18, 21, 23-69 do not teach or define any new limitations above 
claims 2-3, 6, 9, 1 1-12 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons 

Claims 77-90 are rejected for similar reasons as the rejected claims above. 

Regarding claims 77-78, Keesey does not explicitly teach the limitation of a 
"traffic server". 

Keesey does teach that document shadowing servers DSS are used as 
intermediaries between the client and the source server (see fig. 2; col. 6-7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Keesey by specifying the document shadowing servers DSS as 
traffic servers since the same functionality of implementing an intermediary caching 
system is achieved. 

Regarding claims 79-90, Keesey does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation 
of a "differencing mechanism". 
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Keesey does teach a document shadowing program 34 configures the DSS to 
implement the functionality of the claims above (see col. 5-7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Keesey by specifying the document shadowing program 34 as the 
differencing mechanism since the same functionality of requesting newer versions of 
documents independent of requests for the documents is achieved. 

8. Applicant's arguments filed January 24, ,2005 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

In the remarks, the applicant argues in substance that the Keesey reference 
does not teach "detecting, independent of any request for the data, that a second more 
recent version of the data is available, in response to detecting, independent of any 
request for the data, that the second more recent version of the data is available, 
requesting the second more/ecent versions of the data be supplied to the cache, and 
storing in the cache the second more recent version of the data. 

In response, the above limitation was not described in the specification, 
particularly and with reference to pages 13-14 of the specification, the differencing 
engine always inquires as to the newer versions based on the older versions that 
previously have been requested, nevertheless, as best understood by the examiner, this 
functionality is taught by Keesey since it is disclosed that a request for more recent 
versions of the document are requested from the origin server, new versions could be 
pushed downstream to any DSS that has previously requested the document 
independently of the user request and inquiry processes discussed in figs. 4-6 
(see col. 7, lines 25-30,). 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Saleh Najjar whose telephone number is (571)272- 
4006. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 6:00am-2:30 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on (571)272-4001. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-directuspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Kaleh Najjar 
Primary Examiner/Art Unit 2157 



